A wide variety of religious positions, and occasionally even opposing viewpoints, are reflected within the extensive kabbalistic literature now in our possession. Consequently, we can infer that the "Kabbalah" had diverse starting points. Scholars have tended to award special importance to its phenomenological beginning and consequently they avidly sought evidence which would confirm the first appearance of the symbolic system, convinced as they were that this system expressed for the Kabbalists the hidden meaning of the Jewish tradition. I refer to their efforts to disclose the earliest kabbalistic documents, those that could clearly attest to the existence of the theosophical system. Study of these documents confirmed for them that the Kabbalah first appeared in the second half of the twelfth century in Provence, the locale that, according to these scholars, the first historical personalities known to be Kabbalists, as well as the first book considered to be kabbalistic, Sefer ha-Bahir, were detected.' According to the accepted academic description, some of these kabbalistic ideas spread to the cities of Gerona and Barcelona, both in Catalonia, and from there continued to disseminate reaching Castile where, in the second half of the thirteenth century, they underwent dramatic development. Before us lies the scholarly assumption which proposed that the Kabbalah developed in a linear trajectory. The question of the dissemination of kabbalistic literature beyond the borders of the Iberian Peninsula did not especially preoccupy these scholars. The paths of transmission of kabbalistic traditions from one center to another were, for them, only secondary concerns subsumed within the larger historical picture of the development of the Kabbalah.
Nevertheless, from the middle of the thirteenth century there is solid testimony of the existence of kabbalistic traditions, sometimes of meaningful proportions, to be found in five additional geographical centers: North Africa,2 Franco-Germany,3 Italy,4 Sicily,-' the Byzantine Empire, and the Land of Israel. ' We are not speaking merely about the transmission of ideas but about beginnings that enjoyed continuity, about the establishment of centers of study which proved to be historically significant since they continued to produce kabbalistic works well after the disappearance of the Spanish center. In other words, already by the second half of the thirteenth century a linear description of the transmission of the Kabbalah proves irrelevant for fostering a deep understanding of the development of the Kabbalah. In my opinion, even prior to this historical period this type of description poses an essential difficulty. The important variations that existed between kabbalistic traditions found in Provence and those found in Catalonia to my mind give proof of the existence of different antecedent sources.' Assuming the existence of different esoteric trends during the nascent period of the Kabbalah invites the possibility that these traditions could have undergone divergent as well as synthetic developments. In this context we could ask: did the arrival of these traditions to different locations generate further divergences? This line of questioning might perhaps take into account the different kinds of receptions these traditions enjoyed when they reached the specific cultural-historical circumstances that characterize the different centers. For instance, the Franco-German center, which already possessed its own esoteric and magical traditions, independent of the kabbalistic ones, accepted the Kabbalah differently than the North African center, which also possessed magical traditions, although of a different nature, theirs being dependent upon Hermetic traditions.' The historicalphenomenological picture becomes even more complicated when we take note of the distinct possibility that some of the developments that occurred in these centers-whether they were due to local traditions extant before the arrival of the Kabbalah or newly formed synthetic traditions-influenced the developmental process of the Kabbalah in Spain starting from the sixth decade of the thirteenth century. The developments in these other centers would have enriched the stock of esoteric traditions already found in the Iberian Peninsula, sometimes even in the guise of a negative reaction to developments within the Kabbalah from outside as well as from inside Spain. ' I would venture to say that in order to understand the multiplicity and range of schools of kabbalistic thought, each possessing its own starting point, its own phenomenology and special history, it would be more effective to adopt another attitude, one that does not seek to find only unifying factors or emphasize a common theological basis for all the diverse kabbalistic literature. This proposal is borne out by the fact that many of the Kabbalists themselves were acquainted with a wide range of views on any given topic, and occasionally even chose more than one understanding or one solution in order to resolve the question at hand. In order to implement this type of research method, one must carefully analyze many details such as: concepts, models, wider imaginative structures, movement of people and materials from locale to locale, and assess the particular religious natures of the centers that were involved in the transmissions of these esoteric traditions.
Indubitably, the presence of a well-defined type of kabbalistic writing during the period that the Kabbalah first made its appearance within a specific geographic area would have left an indelible mark on its later development in this area. This pertains not only to the continuous intergenerational study of a certain body of literature, an understandable and natural phenomenon, but also to a certain type of understanding, maybe a peculiar hermeneutic, that would later be applied to other kabbalistic materials that reached this locale later. In the following pages, we will for the first time survey a general picture of the development of the Kabbalah in Byzantium, on the basis of bibliographical findings of previous scholars-especially E. Gottlieb and M. Kushnir-Oron-as well as my own research. I would like to point out that I will only deal with literature considered to be kabbalistic, namely, medieval material, and I will not concern myself here with Jewish mystical literature (i.e. The Heikhalot or liturgical poetry) even if elements of these literatures did find their way into kabbalistic works.10 On the other hand, I will not limit my discussion to the period of the rule of the Byzantine Empire, in other words until the capture of Constantinople by the Turks in the middle of the fifteenth century.
I have widened my survey by almost one hundred years, since the trends that marked Byzantine kabbalistic literature endured that much longer after the fall of the Empire. A few of the ensuing discussions will concern issues of determining the time and place of kabbalistic compositions during the period of the Byzantine Empire. These discussions are necessary for the presentation of Byzantine literature as a separate unit, to be set apart to a certain degree from the other centers. The very act of bringing together the compositions that we are going to consider as Byzantine will contribute to a new perspective on the history of the Kabbalah, emphasizing the many important geographical centers, their special characters, as well as the power struggles between them. Some of the discussions are based on my perusal of numerous manuscripts, a significant portion of which have yet to be awarded detailed study. The limited framework of this article, understandably, does not allow for a more thorough and insightful survey of this literature, whose study still remains before us as a desideratum.
II. R. ABRAHAM ABULAFIA'S Two VISITS TO GREECE
As far as we can assess, the first Kabbalist to compose a kabbalistic work on Byzantine soil and even actively promulgate his Kabbalah there was R. Abraham ben Shmuel Abulafia.11 He visited Greece twice-once during the first few years of the 1260s, when he got married and before he was actually involved in the writing of Kabbalah: "I could not reach the Sambatyon River, for due to the wars of Ishmael and Esau I could not pass beyond Acre. So I left and returned by way of the kingdom of Greece, where I married a woman on my travels.
There the spirit of G-d aroused me and I took my wife with me and started [to travel] in the direction of the springs of Ravenna to study
Torah."12 The events mentioned here took place in the early 1260s and we assume that it was familial ties that caused Abulafia's later return to Greece.
The second time Abulafia visited Greece was during the second half of the 70s of the thirteenth century, after he had already studied Kabbalah and was subject to mystical experiences. He appears to have been in several places in the vicinity of southern Europe, including the Grecian cities of Thebes, Euthrypo, and Patros. It is very likely that one of his several books on the secrets found in Maimonides's Guide of the Perplexed was composed then in Greece-the one entitled Sefer Hayyei ha-Nefesh.13 If this assumption proves to be accurate than this book would be considered to be the first kabbalistic book to ever be composed in Greece. I will return later to the subject of this book's ensuing influence in the Byzantine Empire.
All of our knowledge concerning Abulafia's sojourn and activities in Greece stem from his own writings. Since this is the case we will examine the relevant data gleaned from his works. I will commence with his description of his own composition, which is of a unique nature, and which introduced a new genre of kabbalistic literature, in the city of Patros, in the country of Greece, in the year 5039 of Creation. He was then 39 years old, and this was the ninth year since he received his first prophecy.17 But until this year he never composed a book that could be considered as prophetic at all, although he had composed many philosophical works, among them a few on the secrets of Kabbalah. And in this ninth year God stirred him to go to the great city of Rome, as He had commanded him in Barcelona in the year `E"L [= God; but it points to the year 5030/1=1270/1271 C.E.]. On his journey he passed through Trani and was seized by the gentiles after being denounced by Jewish slanderers, but miraculously with God's help, he was saved. Then he continued on to Capua and composed there,18 in the tenth year of his departure from Barcelona," the second [prophetic] book, Sefer ha-Hayyim. It was in the tenth year in the month of Av, the fifth month counting from Nissan and the eleventh month counting 13 Concerning this composition see M. Idel, R. Abraham Abulafia's Works and Doctrine, 11.
14 The book referred to here is Sefer ha-`Edut, one of Abulafia's prophetic works. 15 Abulafia wrote commentaries on his own (now lost in their original form) prophetic works, but in reverse order of their composition.
16 Raziel = Abraham = 248. This is the most important of the theophoric names that Abulafia adopted for himself, and is ubiquitous especially in his prophetic works.
17 This statement provides us with one of Abulafia's own testimonies relating to his first experience of revelation in the year 1270, which according to the Jewish calendar occurred 30 years into the sixth millennium (5030).
18 The reference is to Capua.
from Tishrei, that he arrived in Rome intending to go on the eve of Rosh ha-Shanah before the Pope.211, 21 According to Abulafia, he started to compose his prophetic books in Patros [Patras] , Greece, where he had a revelation similar in content to the one he had experienced nine years earlier while he was still in Barcelona, when he had started to study Kabbalah. Nevertheless, despite this earlier revelation, which it would seem constituted a formative experience for both his prophetic and messianic consciousness and his ensuing literary activities, which did include kabbalistic works, he did not produce at the time any prophetic works. It would seem that in the years following his relatively short stay in Barcelona, he experienced additional revelations. The initial composition of his prophetic works bear testimony to a renewal and intensification of these revelations, with an additional meaning, for these revelations also bore a mission for the Kabbalist and now its time was getting closer: he was to seek an audience with the Pope on the Jewish New Year in the year 1280. His leaving Patros, located in the western Peloponnese, and his arrival in the city of Trani in eastern Italy, was part of a more extensive travel plan whose final destination was Rome. We can surmise from here that the city of Patros was the last stop of his second visit to Greece and that prior to this-as we will soon see-there had been visits to two other cities there. As I postulated above, it seems likely that his book Sefer Hayyei ha-Nefesh was composed there, and if so then probably in one of these other two cities. It is important to note that Abulafia distinguished between his earlier works on kabbalistic and philosophical subjects and the prophetic works, which he held in greater esteem, viewing them as of a higher caliber. We can assume that he did not distinguish too sharply between the kabbalistic works and the prophetic ones, for there was a third and even higher type of Kabbalah-the revelation of a Bat Qol, and even the hybrid expression "Prophetic Kabbalah" testifies to this higher type of Kabbalah as well.22 Consequently, it is plausible to assume that in comparison to his kabbalistic works composed while still in Spain and maybe one or more in Greece, Sefer ha-Yashar was considered by him to be a step up to a new level of creativity in his own literary development. At least in this case we can discern a direct relationship between a revelatory experience and a literary composition that adequately reflects its content.
We will now discuss Abulafia's commentary to his non-extant Sefer ha-Yashar, written a few years later, which preserves in it a few phrases of the original book:
Said Raziel: in the thirty-ninth year of the return23 of the word of 'Adonay YHWH to the mouths of His prophets, the Angel of `Elohim came to me, I Berakhiyahu ben Shalviel,24 and announced a word to me:25 I have already informed you that this is the first book that Raziel composed in the form of prophecy, namely that he mentioned in it [the formula] Thus has H [namely God] said,' which is the form of the word of divine prophecy, which requires a mighty inquiry as to its matter and way.
Know that this book is the first of his prophetic works and that this is the sixth and the last of my commentaries on it. The matter of the Haftarah is to be considered an addition, similar to an appendix that ends all of the six commentaries, not only the last one, but each and every one of them. Therefore, with God's help in the appendix, I would like to discuss the secret of prophecy. In this [ 24 Berakhiahu = Abraham = 248, and also Shalviel = Shmuel = 377 as in Abulafia's father's name. For Abulafia's further discussion of this particular name see below.
25 I assume that until this point these words are quoted from the non-extant prophetic work, Sefer ha-Yashar and the following is the commentary.
26 Apparently Abulafia did not intend to dwell on the secret.of prophecy in this book, but would mention it sporadically.
27 At this juncture the text assumes a rhymed-prose style, a popular medieval literary form known as the maqama. 30 The souls = of all the names = the totality of the sefirot = of all the thoughts = that are thought to unify = 841. If we spell the first word of this series, "truth", `amittat, without its yod (a common spelling), then it also possesses a numerical value or gematria of 841, and this seems to me to be Abulafia's intention. It is clear that the New Torah includes the hermeneutical methods mentioned in the beginning of the passage. On the other hand, Abulafia describes his last prophetic work, Sefer ha-Haftarah, also as Sefer ha-Besorah,37 the title meant to be a pun on the term Evangelion, the Christian Gospels, as seemingly an attempt to argue for the superiority of his revelation over the Christian one.
We will now turn to the meaning of the theophoric names, which will become clear from other issues discussed in Sefer ha-Yashar, wherein also lies a clue to-the meaning of the book's title:
You should know that Raziel is called in this book Berakhiyahu ben Shalviel, in accordance with the first name,38 and this is because it is known that he received the blessing from the Name, and peace and serenity, as in the beginning and end of the priestly blessing. Every blessing is [divine] influx, which is the opposite of. a curse, and all peace is good, which is the opposite of evil. Behold! The word good is male and the word blessing was female gendered and then reverted back to male. Life is good and blessing together-and blessing is the tree of life- 44 It is evident that we have to distinguish between Abulafia's departure from Barcelona, in circa 1271, and his departure from Spain a few years later, circa 1273 or 1274, after a tour in some towns in Castile, where he taught his Kabbalah to a series of Kabbalists. See also above in the text near footnote 19. Thus six years later, when this passage was written, means 1279, the year when he expressly testifies that he wrote Sefer ha-Yashar. Compare, however, the claim of H. Hames, Like Angels on Jacob's Ladder Abraham Abulafia, the Franciscans and Joachimism (Albany, 2007), 7, 31, 39, 40, 71, that situates this revelation in 1276, assuming that Abulafia left Spain in 1271, and built an entire intellectually fascinating construct, predicated on the importance of this alleged revelation which took place, according to him, in 1276, and upon an assumption that Abulafia, perhaps, was then in Sicily. According to this text, however, he was for five years elsewhere, most probably in Patros and beforehand in two other cities in the region, as mentioned in one of the following quotes, namely in Euthrypo, and Thebes. Therefore, I do not find it possible to presuppose a stay in Sicily in the seventies, an issue that dramatically calls into question the construct about Abulafia's putative acquaintance with Joachimism or Franciscans before his arrival in Italy for the second time, in 1279.
the secret of the Name was revealed. Also Patros, sefirot, shemot,45 and this [wordplay] continued and he mentioned the blessing. And then he began [to reveal the secret of ] the Name, said Raziel: And YY 'Elohai [My God] sent His angel before me and showed me "the paths of His Name."46 And I saw from it ten visions of 'Elohim, the tenth vision as the first vision and the voice of Shaddai going forth from between them, and I feared greatly when I heard the voice. And ten words did I understand from one voice and seven languages in each and every one.47 ... Combine them and know them, the ten paths of the Name.48 He explained to him their secrets and instruct thus that the being of the perfect man in actuality is of three worlds. Now three by three using multiplication is nine, and one remains, either the tenth or the first, and it is with the three and they are with him, all told they are nine visions, and one that is ten, and one that is all. And the speech is heard from all of them, and they all revolve to and fro and the median between them49 is the unique word. This is hinted [in the verse] "Thou hast beset me behind and before, and laid thy hand upon me."S0 "Va-tashet `alai khapekhah", va-ta'ash Telyi hafekhakh,51... This is the secret of gemulo `imanu [his retribution is with us] and 'am `amusei baten, and know it! This number is understood [to be derived] from 28, 19, and it is hinted at [in the verse] "for he has shut their eyes, that they cannot see, and their hearts, that they cannot understand. "52'
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Abulafia claims to have experienced a revelation at Patros, where he arrived around 1278. The resort to the ten paths of utilizing the divine Name for attaining prophecy seems to be related to the mentioning of Dibbon, found at the beginning of the above quote (which is apparently the name of a city) and the revelation of the divine Name. We are now faced with the question: what is the meaning of the terms "the divine Name" or "the paths of His name"? I would like to emphasize 45 Patros = sefirot = shemot = 746. 46 This expression also appears further on in this quotation, its meaning being the technical use of the letters of the Names of God in order to achieve prophecy. In other works Abulafia uses this term and similar terms like "the paths of Names" to signify technical use of the Name. See especially the quote discussed below from his Sefer Hayyei ha-`Olam ha-Ba'.
47 In other words, he means he heard a total of seventy voices. that in the above quotation we find three recurring themes: the number ten, letter combinations, and the paths of the divine Name. Even though our prophetic Kabbalist's words here are enigmatic and seem inscrutable, I would like to clarify the details of his revelation in Patros by comparing them to another of his statements, written not more than a year later. In Sefer Hayyei ha-`Olam ha-Ba', composed in Rome in the year 1280, Abulafia writes:
And this is the path that you should give over to him.TM Write for him ten Names that are combined one after the other, and thus you should interpret them for him-according to the interpretations that you see in this book. And you should make him give you his oath concerning his receiving [this tradition] that he should protect it, and these are the ten Names ... behold, I have already written for you ten words of the Name of seventy-two letters, and they are explained by way of the You should understand through this matter each word clearly, and know that among the holy wisdoms there is none other like this wisdom, for it is the holy of holies and the ultimate purpose of all the ways that man can possibly reach the knowledge of the Name, perception of His actions, recognition of His ways and His attributes. For His Names, the Exalted [One], they are the very closest things to Him, and they are the truths of His Torah.55
The importance of "the path" namely, or this particular method for his Kabbalah is underscored in another place in the same composition:
The path that you should hold by and stick to all the days [of your life] is the path of rearranging letters and their [re-]combinations. Understand its meaning and you will keep eternal happiness, and this happiness will inspire you in your heart to [perform] more combinations, increasing your happiness and joy. Hurry to turn [hafokh] 56 [invert the letters] as 54 To the student. 55 A. Gross edition (Jerusalem, 1999), 118. 56 The verb hafokh (literally meaning turn around, figuratively as rearranging letters to make new words) expresses the transformative power of the method of letter combinations in Abulafia's thought. Concerning the "spiritual revolution" that appears in another text of Abulafia's see below footnotes 76, 88. An additional text that can contribute to our understanding of the centrality of this verb for Abulafia can be found in his Sefer 'Or ha-Sekhel, A. Gross edition (Jerusalem, 2002), 50, where the practice of letter substitutions are described by use of the verb hafokh. In this text Abulafia deals with the understanding of man as an inverted tree and an inverted angel: "For the secret of the ineffable Name commands us thus: "invert His upright Name-make upright His inverted Name." And the secret is because man is an inverted tree, I mean to say an inverted angel, created by means of the blade of the turning sword, and this secret you will find explicitly if you combine these three holy Names, which are the three heads of existence." In my opinion, the secret of inversion [ha-hippukh] or the the blade of the revolving sword turns in all directions to wage war on the enemies that surround it. For the imaginings and the images57 of idle thoughts which are born from the spirit of the evil inclination, they go forth to meet the reckoning [method, Heshbon]S8 at first they surround it like murderers, attempting to confuse the minds of earthly men, this is because of the sin of Adam and Eve.59
The three themes that we listed above from Sefer ha-Yashar, which relate to the content of Abulafia's revelation in Patros, also appear in the first quote from Sefer Hayyei ha-`Olam ha-Ba'. Although the later book does not mention a revelation from above as the source of these specific contents, it does claim for its source an oral tradition handed down from a master to his student. Nevertheless, it seems to me that these two excerpts share another subject, one that is not immediately apparent. They both speak of the Divine Name, but only the second text explicitly states the identity of this Name: we refer to the divine Name of seventy-two letters, which forms the core of Abulafia's most interesting book, and one of his most influential works as well. In contrast, the divine Name of seventy-two letters does not play any significant role in his Sefer ha-Yashar. In spite of this fact, it appears that we can find an allusion to this Name in the quote above from Sefer ha-Yashar. I refer to the word "Dibbon," which even though it denotes a city, probably another reference to the city of Patros, [actually] the sum of its letters in gematria equals seventy-two.60 If my assumption method of deconstructing the letters is to be understood, since it appears in many places in the context of sefirot, as pointing to the direction of the complex influx as it is received by the Kabbalist. Compare to Wolfson, Abraham Abulafia, 172. On the source of the image of the revolving sword in Maimonides's works, see ibid., 173 note 123.
57 The word used here is tziyyur (conceptualization) no doubt a play on words meant to show its similarity to the word used further on in the same sentence yetzer (instinct or inclination).
58 This term conveys in a large part the kabbalistic techniques used by Abulafia. 19 Sefer Hayyei ha-`Olam ha-Ba', Ms. Oxford-Bodleiana 1582, fol. 31a. 60 Note Abulafia's use of the seventy-two letter Name, which is worked out to be equivalent to 216, when he explains in this manner the name of the island of Sicily as "the island of Seeing" ('iy ha-Re'i) or "the island of -Power" ('iy ha-Gevurah)
[The three verses of seventy-two letters each from which derives the seventy-two letter name (Exodus 14, 19--21) = ha-re'yi = gevurah = 216]. Compare this to the alternative explanation offered by Harvey Hames, who finds in the name 'iy ha-Re'i an acrostic reference to the land of Israel. Based on this acrostic solution Hames constructs an interpretation of Abulafia's hermeneutics as having been influenced by the thought of Joachim of Fiore. As we have shown above, Abulafia's conception of a "New Torah" concerning the esoteric content of the revelation in Patros is correct, that it would be disclosed later in Rome within the comprehensive and detailed structure of his book Sefer Hayyei ha-'Olam ha-Ba', then it was in the Peloponnese that the seed was sown for the central work of this prophetic Kabbalist. It is interesting that it was in Patros that Abulafia experienced a recurrence of a previous revelation, which took place in Barcelona almost a decade beforehand, which commanded him to journey to Rome for an audience with the Pope and also contained the germination of the book he was to write while in Patros.
We will now describe the activities of this Prophetic Kabbalist in Greece, during the years before he reached Patros around 1278. According to Sefer ha-Yashar, it would seem that Abulafia sojourned in Patros for five years, and since he left Spain in 1273 he could only have stayed in the other two cities for a total of two years. This is an excerpt from Abulafia's short autobiographical travelogue:
I have also taught it in many places: in Capua to four by accident who strayed from the fold, for they were youths lacking in knowledge so I left them. In Thebes there were ten and not one of them succeeded, rather they lost both paths-the first as well as the second. Four in Euthrypo and also without any success, for opinions very much differ between people, all the more so [when concerning] the depths of wisdom and the secrets of the Torah. I did not discern in them anyone who was worthy to receive even the chapter headings of the truth as it is.61
The reference concerning the four students in Capua can be substantiated by checking the manuscript version of Sefer 'Otzar `Eden Ganuz, as well as Abulafia's Sefer Sitrei Torah, which is dedicated to these same four students.62 Yet the continuation of this sentence, as printed by A. Jellinek, "and in their midst ten" is a difficult reading: How is it possible that among his four students, who were according to Abulafia all weak, there were ten more? Further scrutiny of the manuscript version renders instead of "and in their midst ten"-"and in Tibez ten", which is in medieval Hebrew the customary way of spelling the Greek city of Thebes. Similarly, the word "Azrifo," also printed by Jellinek and subsequently copied by other scholars, must be corrected according to the manuscript version to read `BRYPW, Euthrypo-the correct name for one of the Peloponnese straits. This teaches us that Abulafia had fourteen students while in Greece, all of whom in his opinion were of poor caliber. Accordingly he claims explicitly that he did not give over to them by oral tradition the "chapter headings." Ostensibly this proves that even if he did teach Maimonides's Guide in Greece, he did not give over its secrets to his students, while he did in fact possess esoteric traditions during this period, the 70s of the thirteenth century.
However, Abulafia's words deserve deeper investigation. Immediately following his mention of his four students in Euthrypo he writes, "for opinions very much differ between people, all the more so [when concerning] the depths of wisdom and the secrets of the Torah." Moreover, after he mentions his students in Thebes he states, "rather they lost both paths, the first as well as the second." It stands to reason that in fact Abulafia did teach two paths to his students in Thebes, even though they lost them, in other words they were beyond their comprehension. It would seem that the second path refers to Abulafia's unique method of reading the Guide according to his own understanding, through the principles of the Linguistic-Prophetic Kabbalah that were characteristic of him. This interpretative method, which concerned the secrets of the Guide, was recorded in three separate commentaries that Abulafia composed on the Guide, at least the first of which, Sefer Ge'eulah, was written in 1273, sometime before his return to Greece.63 It is likely that Abulafia dedicated Sefer Hayyei ha-Nefesh, probably his second commentary, to his students in Thebes. Now this suggestion does seem illogical: Why would Abulafia dedicate his book to people who he himself describes as "not one of them succeeded"? However this question is invalidated by the fact that his third commentary on Maimonides's Guide, Sefer Sitrei Torah, was dedicated to his students in Capua, of whom afterwards he described as those who have "strayed from the fold." Consequently, we are informed that aspersions cast on former students does not preclude the possibility number of students who heard Abulafia's teachings in Greece to those in Italy and Spain, we will easily ascertain that it was in Greece that Abulafia's teachings were more readily accepted. Even in Sicily, where Abulafia resided for the last decade of his life and where he enjoyed, in his own opinion, great success, we cannot count more than eight students. This demonstrates that it was especially in Greece that Abulafia found fertile soil for his activities.
The question arises: did the fact that Abulafia spend on his second visit at least six years in Greece have any impact on his Kabbalah? There are two areas of interest pertinent to this inquiry: can we detect any influences stemming in general from the surrounding Greek culture? Secondly, can we entertain the possibility that Abulafia's Kabbalah was influenced by the specific brand of mysticism that was indigenous to Greece, namely the Greek Orthodox mystical movement known as Hesychasm? The answer to the first question is emphatically positive; more than any other Kabbalist, maybe even more than all the Kabbalists put together, Abulafia uses Greek words in his works.64 On this subject, the Greek background to Abulafia's writing is exceedingly clear. In regard to the second question, perhaps there are indeed resemblances to be found between certain issues in Abulafia's Kabbalah and in the writings of one of his students to Hesychastic Mysticism.65
The question of how deeply Abulafia's Kabbalah influenced the development of the Kabbalah in general and in the Byzantine Empire in particular still remains a desideratum for intensive research. In order to measure his impact on one geographical area or another, one would first have to identify the Kabbalists who penned works considered to belong to the Prophetic Kabbalah, for example; Sefer ha-Tzeruf,, Sefer Ner 'Elohim, Sefer 'Or ha-Menorah, Hakdamah, Sefer ha-Rehavah, The Anonymous Commentary on the Maimonidean Thirteen Principles of Faith, as well as other extant works.66 We still do not even know where these books were composed, except maybe at least in the last case, the Anonymous Commentary, where it can be argued that its provenance is Greek, since it was copied [verbatim] into Sefer 'Even Sappir by R. Elnatan ben Moshe Qalgish, composed in Constantinople.67 In any event, it is evident that a sizable portion of Abulafia's oeuvre was copied into Byzantine manuscripts, if we can judge by the provenance of the manuscripts, and this would support the claim that the Ecstatic Kabbalah continued to interest people in the Byzantine Empire well after Abulafia's departure, as was also the case in Sicily. 68 The greatest impact of Abulafia's Kabbalah is to be found in Sefer ha-Peliy'ah, as Jellinek has already noted the fact that this anonymous Kabbalist copied into his work almost all of Abulafia's Sefer Gan Na'ul, and also included several long quotes from his Sefer Hayyei ha-Nefesh. 69 We have mentioned above the latter work: the former was written for an anonymous Kabbalist or student with whom. Abulafia corresponded. Since this book exists in relatively few manuscripts, three in fact, it would seem that perhaps the author of Sefer ha-Peliy'ah used a copy belonging to a relative or a follower of Abulafia's correspondent. However, going beyond the fact of the verbatim copying of Abulafia's works by the author of Sefer ha-Peliy'ah, this book also contains many discussions written in the vein of the Prophetic Kabbalah, and even when we cannot find direct quotes from this literature, there is extensive use of gematria, letter-combinations, and other concepts that are congruent with Abulafia's Kabbalah.70
In addition to the direct traces of Abulafia's Kabbalah itself, the influence of post-Abulafian Prophetic Kabbalah is recognizable in Byzantium. This is already evident in the book Sefer 'Even Sappir, which quotes a portion of Liqqutei ha-Ran, whose author is identifiable, in my opinion, as R. Natan ben Sa'adyah Har'ar, one of Abulafia's 67 The Anonymous Commentary is extant in several manuscripts, e.g., Ms. OxfordBodleiana 2360, and quoted in Sefer 'Even Sappir, Ms. Paris, National Library 728, fol. 154b. This composition will be discussed below.
68 The special affinity between the convert-translator Flavius Mithridates, who was born and grew up as a Jew on the island of Sicily, and Abulafia's Kabbalah is an important testimony to the continuity of Prophetic Kabbalah on the island, at least until the middle of the fifteenth century. On this subject see M. It seems that the first person to ponder the possible identity of the author of the Sefer ha-Temunah was the Safedian Kabbalist R. Moshe Cordovero. In his composition entitled Shi `ur Qomah he wrote concerning Sefer ha-Temunah: "We do not know who the author of this book is, except that we received a tradition that these are the words of This passage, written by Scholem in 1928, served to secure the historical position of Sefer ha-Temunah for the new modern scholarship of the Kabbalah. Actually, here Scholem followed in the footsteps of his predecessors, Aharon Jellinek, Marcus Ehrenpreis, and David Neumark,76 all of whom concluded for completely different reasons that Sefer ha-Temunah was composed during the thirteenth century. Ehrenpreis even proposed that this book was historically related to the kabbalistic doctrines of Sefer ha-Bahir, R. Azriel of Gerona, and R. Isaac ben Abraham ibn Latif.77 Consequently, we can see that Scholem's conclusion that the provenance of Sefer ha-Temunah was Gerona sometime during the thirteenth century was a natural con-74 Shi`ur Qomah (Warsaw, 1883), fol. 80a. Indeed, there is a composition attributed to a R. Isaac stemming from this circle entitled, "The Secret of the Tree of Emanation," see the previous note. tinuation of an already accepted scholarly view. Accordingly, we find that in Scholem's various formulations of the history of the beginnings of the Kabbalah he would often conclude with a description of this particular book, presumably due to his supposition that it displayed close conceptual ties to the literature of the Geronese Kabbalists. It was not until 1987 when the updated English translation of his Origins of the Kabbalah was published, that Scholem revised his opinion and moved the date of composition of Sefer ha-Temunah to around 1300, albeit still arguing for its conceptual ties to the Geronese Kabbalah.78 However, we must bear in mind that during the long period before the publication of the updated English version of his Origins, Scholem's former view of the date and location of the composition of Sefer haTemunah was the accepted one throughout the academic literature.
The dating of Sefer ha-Temunah to the thirteenth century began in the nineteenth century with the publication of Jellinek's Philosophie and Kabbala.79 In it Jellinek lists this book as one of the sources used by Abulafia since it appears in a composition that I have dis- "words of the sages," which is corroborated by the extant Midrash Temurah ascribed to the sages R. Akiva and R. Ishmael. Also noteworthy is the fact that traces of this Midrash are to be found in other works dating from around the period of the composition of Abulafia's Sefer Hayyei ha-`Olam ha-Ba'; R. Levi ben Abraham mentions it in his Sefer Livyat Hen,85 later R. Menahem ha-Meiri in his commentary to the Tractate 'Avot,86 and there is a distinct possibility that R. Bahiya ben Asher, a late thirteenth-century renowned author, also knew of this Midrash.S7 Thus, we have shown that this passage from Abulafia does not refer to Sefer ha-Temunah, although the relationship of its circle to Abulafia's literary legacy is worth close scrutiny. In my opinion, the Commentary on the Seventy-Two Names, another work belonging to this circle, was compiled after Abulafia's time and apparently under his influence, as is corroborated by the fact that a passage from Sefer Hayyei ha-`Olam ha-Ba' appears as the introduction to the Commentary printed in Sefer Raziel ha-Mal'akh.88 Another case of a [possible] citation of Sefer ha-Temunah in the work of a thirteenthcentury Kabbalist was also overturned. E. Gottlieb has shown that an extant Commentary on the Song of Songs that quotes Sefer ha-Temunah was spuriously attributed to R. Joseph Gikatilla, a thirteenth-century Castillian Kabbalist, and he entertains the possibility that the copyist R. Shem Tov ibn Foliyya might even have been its true author. 89 Confronted with firm evidence of the unreliability of the two supposed references to Sefer ha-Temunah, Scholem changed his mind and revised its date of composition to the late thirteenth century, but still held that it reflected the Weltanschauung of Geronese Kabbalah.90
However, it seems that Sefer ha-Temunah was never mentioned by any of the Kabbalists active on the Iberian Peninsula before the Expulsion. In light of this fact, it is singularly important to note that the first two writers to quote the actual Sefer ha-Temunah hailed from the All that we have said concerning Sefer ha-Temunah mostly holds true as well for its commentaries, which in turn exerted their influence on the author of Sefer ha-Peliy'ah and others belonging to this literary circle.94 In fact, we can perceive a distinct continuity of ideas stemming from R. Joseph Ashkenazi, passing on to Sefer ha-Temunah and then 93 I will add that the collection of compositions that were copied by R. Shem Tov ibn Foliyya, or according to another conjecture perhaps were even composed by him, are of utmost importance and to be understood as a prime indication of the intellectual climate that prevailed during the generation wherein the Sefer ha-Kanah and Sefer ha-Pelf ah were composed, and there is still much research to be done before this matter is concluded. I will mention one small detail, which in my opinion is very important, that in one of the manuscripts that R. Shem Tov copied there is a page, written by another hand, that contains the preface to the Sefer ha-Peliy'ah, and I doubt whether this is merely a coincidence. As we have seen, the two "solid" proofs that allowed for a midthirteenth century dating for the composition of Sefer ha-Temunah in Spain have been refuted. In the absence of direct evidence, all of the subsequent research relied on Scholem's supposition that Sefer ha-Temunah influenced the writing of R. David ben Yehudah heHasid, as a fact. Indeed, as the tradition adduced by R. Moshe Cordovero in the passage quoted above attests, there is certainly an affinity between a doctrine of cosmic cycles or shemittot characteristic of R. David's writings and one that is also found in Sefer ha-Temunah. This influence or borrowing was assumed by scholars to be due to the fact that R. David is notorious for seemingly appropriating kabbalistic sources as his own, sometimes even when the passage is of sizable proportion. assume the opposite type of development, namely that the writings of these Kabbalists exerted their influence upon the unknown author of Sefer ha-Temunah. I would like to point out that in a few manuscripts Sefer ha-Temunah is bound following Commentary on Sefer Yetzirah composed by R. Joseph Ashkenazi. Statistically speaking, however, this is not very significant, since these are both ubiquitous compositions, for the most part found separately in many manuscripts. There are some manuscripts of Sefer ha-Temunah which display a phenomenon almost exclusive to the kabbalistic works of R. David and R. Joseph; above certain words appear abbreviated notations that are references to the names of specific Sefirot.97 This phenomenon explicitly shows the affinity between Sefer ha-Temunah and the works of these two Kabbalists. This same phenomenon of notation is also found in a few manuscripts of Sefer ha-Peli'ah, to be discussed later, and these manuscript witnesses were found bound with material belonging to R. Joseph Ashkenazi and Sefer ha-Temunah. Pertinent to our discussion is the observation that the tendency of combining astrological elements within the theosophical system of the sefirot, so pronounced in the works of R. Joseph Ashkenazi, also appears in Sefer ha-Temunah.
To demonstrate one clear conceptual affinity to the Kabbalah of R. Joseph Ashkenazi, we will quote a passage from Sefer ha-Temunah:
All is hidden in the secrets of the ten sublime Sefirot of belimah... within the [divine] attributes [Middot] that allude to everything, which are [also] called the "chapter headings," including the language of the ministering angels, all their speech in it [namely the language]. And from them are derived every name [of every being] in the upper worlds, the living beings, seraphim, `ofanim, angels, heavenly spheres and the stars. All that is necessary for human language, all names, speech and expression, since they allude to and are divided between the attributes. For each attribute encodes some names, things, and matters which derive from it, for all is included within that measure. Also the angels' language, words and matters, are all encoded in one Sefirah, from whose quality all those entities are derived, as we find in the Kabbalah from the wise Kabbalists, who understood all this from the Prophets and the Sacred Writings, which instruct this matter by verses known to the wise. And these are called the chapter headings, for they are the limbs of the [divine] body and the Sefirot, which are in the image of man, for man is a microcosm.98
The underlying conception expressed in this passage is the centrality of the Middot or the Sefirot, which are considered to be the source of various modalities: language or even languages, mankind as well as the angels, the world of the angels, the heavenly spheres and the stars. Concomitantly, there exist correlations between certain biblical verses and their particular Sefirah. Understandably, the main symbol denoting the entire sefirotic system, alluded to in the above passage, is the "image of man," which served as the organizing principle for discussion of the nature of the Sefirot. Of utmost importance for our discussion is the expression, repeated twice in the above passage and often throughout the book Sefer ha-Temunah-the "chapter headings" (roshei peraqim). According to ancient Jewish traditional sources, this is the classic expression for the content of the oral transmission of secret lore. In that context the term refers to the secrets of the Torah, whereas in our context it has a threefold meaning: "chapter headings" sometimes refers to key biblical verses, sometimes connotes specific limbs of the human body, and sometimes to the Sefirot, since they are considered as the categories or starting points of a process that ultimately generates other complex systems. Compare this exceptional usage of the term "chapter headings" with a passage from R. Joseph ben Shalom ha-'Arokh Ashkenazi's Commentary on Sefer Yezirah:
Behold in these seven degrees you will find all the power of the seven planets. How the power emanates to them from the power of the Name Y-H-V-H and the ten Sefirot from the power of the forty-two letter Name, they are the chapter headings. And when you search the biblical text you will find that each and every verse of the Torah is a chapter heading, imbued with power, and it (i.e. the Torah) should always be in front of your eyes, through them (i.e. the verses) the future is made known, in the Name of Y-H-V-H 'aDoNaY may He be blessed.99
The actual meaning of the expression "chapter headings" is delineated in a chart found in the Commentary. It divides the combinations of the divine Name that consists of forty-two letters into seven parts, each 686 MOSHE IDEL one of them governing a different heaven, planet, seven year cycle, jubilee year, and organs of the human head, As the above passage demonstrates, the "chapter headings" are related to biblical verses; according to the chart they are also tied to human limbs as well as Sefirot and shemitot. The special way R. Joseph Ashkenazi utilizes the expression "chapter headings," is reminiscent of Sefer ha-Temunah's usage of the expression and demonstrates their conceptual affinity. The appearance of Greek words in the anonymous commentary on Sefer ha-Temunah is noteworthy, as well as in the writings of R. Joseph Ashkenazi, a fact that can denote a Byzantine background of some sort for these authors.'°°S efer ha-Temunah or as it sometimes called Sefer ha-Temunot, is the most important composition of its kind, belonging to a wide spectrum of kabbalistic works that share its world view. A small number of these works were printed as addendums to the book itself, although there are many more extant compositions that display a similar attitude. 106 Ibn Ezra is mentioned by name several times in R. Isaiah's writings. 107 Keter `Elyon usually is called by R. Isaiah the Active Intellect of the angels, for instance see fol. 81b. See fol. 46b where this Sefirah is also termed Nishmat Shaddaimeaning the soul of the angels. The greatest impact by far on R. Elnatan ben Moshe Qalgish's thought is to be found in the Kabbalah of R. Abraham Abulafia and his school. Although Abulafia's works are never quoted verbatim, nor is his name ever mentioned, Sefer 'Even Sappir is replete with discussions that clearly bear the imprint of the Prophetic Kabbalah, and in my opinion reveals the process by which this type of Kabbalah was internalized and continued to inspire other creative works. I will offer one example among many in order to illustrate this phenomenon:
God, may he be praised, gave us His holy Torah and taught us the path of letter-combination and the steps of the ladder, in the form of the letters, as He perceived that we are not intellectually capable of attaining knowledge of Him without this great and correct proposal. For ... from the light and seraphic sphere of the intellect there shall be born as the image of the prophetic vision, and this is the ultimate purpose of the letter-combination. And according to its refinement and the power of its innerness, these [methods] are worthy of being called premises ... for they are as levels by which to ascend on high, because it is balance of the scales, depending on the light of the intellect and not on sensible light.124
The method of letter combination was held in high esteem by R. Elnatan, for it is viewed by him as the way to revelation, even the way for one to attain the level of prophecy. This clearly points to the influence of Abulafia's technique, as well as an appreciation of its ultimate mystical goals. Even R. Elnatan's reference to "the ladder" demonstrates his use of Abulafian terminology. It is noteworthy to mention the possible connection between Sefer 'Even Sappir, in its longer version, to one of the compositions of the aforementioned R. Isaiah ben Joseph ha-Levi the Greek.125 
VI. SEFER HA-PELIY'AH AND SEFER HA-QANAH
In recent studies, scholars have argued for the Byzantine provenance of two very important and influential kabbalistic works, the books entitled ha-Peliy'ah and ha-Qanah. Aharon Jellinek was the first to advance, although very briefly,126 a reasoned argument concerning the origins of these two works, namely that they were not composed in Spain as was supposed, but rather in the Byzantine Empire.121 Sefer haPeliy'ah is a wide-ranging commentary on the first few chapters of the book of Genesis, whereas Sefer ha-Qanah is an extensive exposition on the subject of the "Rationales for the Commandments" according to the Kabbalah. We can assume that both of these books were composed in the beginning of the fifteenth century by the same, still anonymous author, who lived in an area suffused with Byzantine culture. This Kabbalist followed the eclectic style of the Byzantine Kabbalist R. `Elnatan ben Moshe, collecting copious amounts of kabbalistic materials, slightly paraphrasing them and then incorporating them into his own works. The sheer abundance of kabbalistic materials that the author copied and their having originated from diverse schools of kabbalistic thought testifies as a hundred witnesses for the wide dissemination of this lore during this period in the Byzantine Empire. From the sixteenth century onward, these two works were considered classics of the Kabbalah. This acceptance was apparently due to their pseudo-epigraphic framework, having been set as a dialogue between different members of the family of R. Nehuniah ben ha-Qanah, and also due to the disclosure of revelations of Elijah that appear in Sefer ha-Peliy'ah. Another kabbalistic trend, utterly distinctive from the Prophetic Kabbalah, gained prominence in the Byzantine Kabbalah. This is the Theosophical Kabbalah from the school of R. Joseph ben Shalom Ashkenazi, also known as R. Joseph ha-'Arokh (The Tall). Traces of this type of kabbalistic thought were not yet apparent in the writings of R. Isaiah ben Joseph ha-Levi the Greek, nor in Sefer 'Even Sappir, but its impact upon the books ha-Qanah and ha-Peliy'ah are a commonplace in scholarship. 128 I would like to briefly describe the material belonging to this school of kabbalistic thought, material which will prove relevant to our understanding of the Byzantine Kabbalah. Commentary on the Sefer Yetzirah, spuriously attributed to RABAD, (the acronym of twelfth-century R. Abraham ben David of Posquieres), has been a classic of Kabbalah since its appearance in the late thirteenth century and up until the Kabbalah of R. Isaac Luria Ashkenazi and his followers. To be sure, we are not only speaking of one composition, important though it may be, but rather with a multifarious and varied oeuvre penned by the aforementioned R. Joseph, R. David ben Yehudah heHasid, and their students and their students' subsequent followers. 129 Clearly, not all of these works reached the Byzantine Empire, some were composed outside of its borders, possibly in Spain, and there is a tendency of late to see North Africa as their point of originl3o-but this remains as yet unclear. It seems that it was in the Byzantine Empire that the author of Peliy'ah and Qanah obtained a type of manuscript, one that we still possess some copies of today, which bound together Commentary on Sefer Yetzirah and afterwards Sefer ha-Temunah. The latter is found in several Byzantine manuscripts together with the aforementioned Commentary on Sefer Yetzirah of R. Joseph's, and we discussed above its close ties to the'system of kabbalistic thought belonging to the school of R. Joseph Ashkenazi. These two works together are among the main contributing sources of the vast collage that constitutes Sefer ha-Peliy'ah.131 These two works share a unique formulation of the theory of the cosmic cycles, more extreme than the one promulgated by Nahmanides and his circle, and one that did not manage to have a significant impact in Spain. Emphasizing the centrality of the cosmic cycles in such an open manner is characteristic of the school of R. Joseph, Sefer haTemunah, the texts copied by R. Shem Tov ibn Foliyya who was active in Byzantium at the beginning of the fifteenth century, in the books of ha-Qanah and ha-Peliy'ah, and later on, in an even more extreme manner, in Sefer Shushan Sodot. I cannot dwell here on the details of this unique theory of the cosmic cycles which became a cornerstone of Byzantine Kabbalah. Suffice it to say that this theory, which holds that the world is now in the cycle of the sefirah of din or stern justice, which has its roots in Spanish Kabbalah but was ultimately rejected by it, found its deepest expression in the school of Sefer ha-Temunah: Its sixteenth-century revival among Spanish Jewry after the Expulsion is a subject in and of itself, one which demonstrates how a sheltered Spanish Kabbalah reacted when confronted with other and diverse Kabbalistic worldviews absorbed during the emigres' sojourns in areas once considered to be Greek. We are referring to Spanish Kabbalists like its extant remnants-clearly demonstrates a more extreme position on the issue of cosmic cycles than does either Sefer ha-Temunah or Sefer ha-Peliy'ah, and deserves an elaborated analysis, which remains a desideratum for scholarly research. Important testimony attesting to the fund of kabbalistic subjects to be found in the provinces of the former Byzantine Empire are reflected in just a few lines of Sefer Shushan Sodot. R. Moshe of Kiev states that he has recently found kabbalistic traditions which he quotes in their author's names, and his formulation of these traditions, as they appear in this passage, remains unparalleled in all of kabbalistic literature: reminiscent of the birth of Jesus, the last Sefirah being described as a virgin who receives the influx of the Holy Spirit. In order to hasten the advent of the Messiah, whose time had already arrived-according to revelations experienced by this school of visionary Kabbalists-the powers of evil, they who would prevent his coming, must be neutralized. To this end magical practices were implemented to draw down Samael and Amon of No, the two chiefs of the realm of evil, to bind them or to otherwise neutralize their power. We are speaking of a vast literature, known within small circles of Kabbalists between the years 1470-1530. It is very likely that R. Abraham ben Eliezer ha-Levi and R. Shlomo Molkho, who each spent some time in the Ottoman Empire, had been influenced by the contents of this literature. In spite of the fact that the revelations we have just referred to were received by Kabbalists who were active in Spain, Italy, and Sicily in different periods, at least some of these compositions were known in both centers of kabbalistic study that R. Joseph Karo was active in: the area of today's Greece and Safed, then both considered part of the Ottoman Empire. The prophetic works of Abulafia were known in the Byzantine Empire-the first of them was composed in Patros-and it is very likely that the last of the Kabbalists belonging to the circle of Sefer haMeshiv reached the Ottoman Empire and there composed their works. This demonstrates that of all the centers of Jewish learning that existed, it was in the area now considered Greece that kabbalistic works of a revelatory-visionary nature were more prevalent than anywhere else in the world. Works of a pseudo-epigraphic nature were composed in the Byzantine Empire during the period approximately between 1350 and the beginning of the fifteenth century, for example Sefer ha-Temunah, Sefer ha-Peliy ah, and Sefer ha-Qanah. The two latter works were penned by the same author, who repeatedly claims having experienced heavenly revelations, as we have already mentioned. It is striking that in all three of these works great interest is taken in particular formulations of kabbalistic theories that although they may have originated in Spain, were not prominent in Spanish kabbalistic thought. My point concerns certain perceptions on gilgul as well as the cosmic cycles, and I will discuss these two subjects at length later on. That these issues were incorporated into these three aforementioned works contributed to their acceptance within the general economy of kabbalistic thought, so much so that even Spanish Kabbalists with conservative leanings like R. Me'ir ibn Gabbai, the anonymous author of the book Galliya Raza', R. David ben Avi Zimrah, and to a certain extent even R. Joseph Karo in his book entitled Maggid Mesharim, all accepted these theories in one way or another. Sefer ha-Peliy'ah is replete with Abulafian material, including a copy of an almost complete version of his book entitled Sefer Gan Na`ul.
Logically, we can assume that any Kabbalist who lived in this area during the twenties and the thirties of the sixteenth century could read and adopt most of the kabbalistic revelatory-visionary literature mentioned above. In any event, R. Shlomo Alqabetz was acquainted with Abulafia's Kabbalah and quotes his Sefer Hayyei ha-`Olam ha-Ba', while his contemporary, R. Joseph Karo, was aware of the ideas originating in the circle of Sefer ha-Meshiv. 151 In the same area that Alqabetz and R. Joseph Karo lived, sometime close to the middle of the sixteenth century, another work was being written by an anonymous Kabbalist, Sefer Galia' Raza', which also exhibits traces of the visionary elements present in Sefer ha-Meshiv, combines Hebrew with Aramaic, and essentially continues a pre-expulsion Spanish kabbalistic tradition.152 There can be no doubt that an analysis of Karo's Maggid Meisharim, a diary based on Karo's visions first experienced while an inhabitant of the Ottoman Empire, will disclose that his revelations are closer in kind to those of Sefer ha-Meshiv than to those of Abulafia. This is recognizable, first and foremost, in his use of language and recurring imagery, as well as his basic kabbalistic perceptions. For example, Sefer ha-Meshiv, as far as it could, closely followed the Zoharic literary style and adopted its characteristic mixture of Hebrew and Aramaic. This admixture of languages is non-existent in Abulafia's writings but does play an important role in Sefer Maggid Meisharim. In addition, the magical tendencies, so characteristic of Sefer ha-Meshiv, primarily its information concerning techniques used to inspire visions, reverberate in Karo's work. Nevertheless, Karo's choice of techniques for attaining revelations of the Mishnah are unlike those advanced by either of the schools of revelatory Kabbalah, at least in one respect.
Commentary on the Sefer ha-Bahir by Elijah ben Eliezer from Candia, partially preserved in Ms. Vatican 431, which attempts to portray Bahir as a philosophical rather than kabbalistic work. In his commentary R. Elijah distinguishes between two types of perceptions concerning the Sefirot: the right one, the one that is compatible with "rational thought"-the Sefirot seen as mediating entities suspended between God and the world-and the wrong one, the one that views the Sefirot as actually being Divine Middot (measures or attributes), in kabbalistic parlance-the essence of God. In illustrating the latter perception of the Sefirot he writes:
There are those that say that they [the Sefirot] are the Attributes of God. They are following the path of the Ishmaelites who profess that God has attributes, only the Ishmaelites are satisfied with three-Wisdom, Power and Will, while they [profess] more than this! So they say-as God is wise with Wisdom so He is powerful by the Dynamis, thus He is kind through Loving Kindness, merciful through Mercy, eternal through Eternity, terrible through Majesty and righteous through Justice. But then there are those that say that the Sefirot ARE God, may He be blessed, Heaven Forbid! They have followed in the path of the Christians, and it is incumbent to vilify them and to blot out their memory.ls9
I have quoted this passage in order to point out that this criticism of the perception of the Sefirot as the essence of God, accompanied with its comparison to Christian theology, is strikingly reminiscent of the criticism by R. Abraham Abulafia in his Epistle sent to Barcelona'60 leveled at the students of Nahmanides. Both R. Elijah and Abulafia compare these "essentialist" Kabbalists, those who held the view that the Sefirot constituted the essence of God, to Christians.
The second instance, though no less important, pertaining to the anti-kabbalistic polemic comprises the attack of R. Moshe ha-Cohen Ashkenazi on the kabbalistic doctrine of gilgul, transmigration of souls or metempsychosis, better known as the "Debate in Candia," which was described by E. Gottlieb. The documents pertaining to this debate show the fierce opposition to the Kabbalah and are the most extensive of its kind that we possess, up until R. Yehudah Aryeh of Modena wrote his anti-kabbalistic polemic entitled Sefer 'Ari Nohem in the seventeenth century. Traces of this debate probably influenced the detailed criticism leveled against the Kabbalah found in the book entitled Behinat ha-Dat written by R. Elijah Delmedigo, which was also composed in Candia. This leads us to the conclusion that there were constant outbursts of opposition to the Kabbalah in Candia and that this phenomenon predated the criticism that was later to be leveled against this lore in Italy.
It is difficult to ascertain to what extent the special character of Byzantine Kabbalah, especially its preoccupation with the idea of metempsychosis, central to it since the fourteenth century, is what instigated the critique in Candia. Even if we allow for the rise of the Christian Kabbalah as the incentive for the anti-Kabbalistic polemic of R. Elijah Delmedigo-and while this cannot be overstated-there is no reason to ignore the local background of the argument, made plain in the debate concerning metempsychosis, the other side defended by the well respected local Rabbi and Kabbalist R. Michael Balbo.
The third document is entitled Epistle on the Gilgul. In Scholem's printed lectures on Abulafia, he mentions a certain epistle concerning the doctrine of metempsychosis composed by Abulafia.161 In a letter dated the eighth of Av, 5732 (August, 1972) Scholem informed me that "the manuscript in Paris concerning gilgul, which in my opinion was composed by Abulafia, is listed by Zotenberg as no. 800, folios 44-46." The composition found in this manuscript is anonymous and mainly discusses religious issues as seen from a philosophical perspective, one that tends toward the doctrines of Averroes. An examination of its content reveals no relationship between it and Abulafia's theories. All the usual signifiers of Abulafian teachings are absent from this document: letter combinations, prophetic or messianic topics, the use of foreign words, and so on. The Epistle was composed as a response to queries concerning metempsychosis and, in my opinion, constitutes the first stage of the debate in Candia held in the fifteenth century between R. Michael ben Sabbatai ha-Cohen Balbo and R. Moshe ha-Cohen Ashkenazi. 161 The Epistle under discussion is,
